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1 . This is responsive to tlie amendnnent filed on 28 August 2008. 

2. In the amendnnent filed on 28 August 2008, claims 1 and 17-23 have been 
amended; claims 6 and 24-26 have been canceled; and claims 27-28 have been added. 
Thus, claims 1-5, 7-23 and 27-28 are pending in this application. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

4. Claims 1-5, 8-23 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ferracina in view of Beecher, II et al. (6,291 ,767). 

As per claim 1 , Ferracina discloses a network communication housing 
comprising: a main body 7; at least one connector 25 mounted onto a surface of the 
main body; and an easel 6 pivotally coupled to the main body 7. Ferracina further 
discloses apertures (i.e., holes) 10 and 1 1 to accept cables/wires 13 for connecting to 
the connectors 25 (col. 2, lines 17-19). Beecher discloses a plurality of substantially 
circular holes 24 which can be used to connect cable conduits to the connectors 102, 
1 07, 1 08 to facilitate wiring of the exterior box. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art, at tlie time tlie invention was made, to employ circular 
holes as taught by Beecher into the invention of Ferracina to accept cables and to 
facilitate wiring connections inside and outside the network communication housing. 

As per claims 2 and 27-28, Beecher discloses at least one networking circuit 
located inside the main body that is coupled with the at least one connector and 
electromagnetic interference shielding (EMI) mounted onto the main body. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the teaching of 
Beecher in the Ferrancina connector housing in order to provide more flexible of use 
and to prevent (EMI). 

As per claim 3, Ferracina discloses the easel further comprises at least one 
serrated edge 6b, 6d for accepting a wire or cable. 

As per claims 4-5, Ferracina discloses the invention substantially as claimed 
except that the at least one serrated edge is comprised of at least one semi-circular 
notch and/or "V-shaped" notch. Ferracina discloses a U- shaped notch 10. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the easel of the 
Ferracina to have at least one semi-circular notch and/or "V-shaped" notch in stead of 
U-shaped notch, since such a modification would have involved a mere change in the 
form/shapes of a component. A change in form/shape is generally recognized as being 
within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). 

As per claim 8, Ferrancina discloses the invention substantially as claimed 
except that the main body has an edge that overlaps an edge of the easel. However, 
the use of overlap housing parts coupled to one another is well known in the art as 
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evident by Beeclier. Beeclier discloses sucli overlap housing parts (12,14) coupled to 
one another. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the Ferrancina connector housing to have overlaps an edge of the housing 
coupled to one another as taught by Beecher in order to provide more securely couple 
the housing parts together. 

As per claim 9, Ferracina discloses the easel includes a first serrated edge 
located at a front side of the housing device and the main body includes a 
second serrated edge located at a backside of the housing device in which both the first 
and second serrated edges can accept at least one wire or cable. 

As per claims 10-16, these claims recite a method corresponding to the network 
communication housing of claims 2-5 and 7-9; therefore, they are rejected under the 
similar rationale. 

As per claims 17-23, these claims differ from claims 1-9 in that they further recite 
at least one foot for supporting the main body. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to employ at least one foot for supporting the main body as 
needed and thereby stabilizing supporting the main body and/or prevent 
damage/scratch to the body. 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ferracina 
in view of Beecher and further in view of Begley (4,979,634). 

Ferracina discloses the invention substantially as claimed except that the easel 
further comprising a stop to prevent the easel from pivoting too far. Begley, however. 
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discloses tlie easel further comprising a stop 42 to prevent the easel from pivoting too 
far. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to include a stop as taught by Begley in the Ferracina easel in 
order to prevent the easel from over pivotal. 

6. Claims 1-5, 7-23 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beecher, II et al. (6,291,767) in view of Begley (4,979,634). 

As per claim 1 , Beecher discloses a network communication housing comprising: 
a main body 10; at least one connector (102,107,108) mounted onto a surface of the 
main body; and an easel 12 coupled to the main body. Beecher does not explicitly 
disclose that the easel pivotally coupled to the main body. However, the use of the 
pivotally means (e.g. a hinge) are well known in the art as evidence by Begley. Begley 
discloses a hinge means 12, for use in hold-open the cover for circuit enclosure, boxes 
or the like. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the Beecher housing to include a hinge as taught by Begley in order to allow the 
easel/cover and the body pivotally coupled together. Further, Beecher discloses a 
plurality of substantially circular punch-outs 24 which can be used to connect cable 
conduits to the connectors inside the distribution box to facilitate wiring exterior of the 
box. 

As per claims 2-4 and 27-28, Beecher discloses at least one networking circuit 
located inside the main body that is coupled with the at least one connector and 
electromagnetic interference shielding (EMI) mounted onto the main body; the easel 12 
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further comprises at least one serrated edge 66 for accepting a wire or cable; the 
serrated edge is semi-circular notch 66, the easel 12 contains at least one hole 66 for 
accepting at least one wire or cable. 

As per claim 5, Beecher discloses the invention substantially as claimed except 
that the at least one serrated edge is comprised of at least one "V-shaped" notch. 
Beecher discloses such semi-circular notch. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the easel of the Beecher to have at least one "V- 
shaped" notch in stead of semi-circular notch, since such a modification would have 
involved a mere change in the shapes of a component. A change in shape is generally 
recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 
47 (CCPA1976). 

As per claim 7, Begley discloses that the easel further comprises: a stop 42 to 
prevent the easel from pivoting too far. 

As per claim 8, Beecher discloses the invention substantially as claimed except 
that the main body has an edge that overlaps an edge of the easel. Beecher, however, 
does disclose that an edge of the easel overlaps an edge of the body. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to have an edge of the body overlaps an edge of the easel 
instead of the edge of the easel overlaps an edge of the body, since the court has held 
that rearranging parts/reversal of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. In re Einstein, 8 USPQ 167. 



Application/Control Number: 09/964,502 
Art Unit: 2833 



Page 7 



As per claim 9, it would have been obvious that a second serrated edge can also 
be located at a backside of the housing device in which both the first and second 
serrated edges can accept at least one wire or cable. 

As per claims 10-16, these claims recite a method corresponding to the network 
communication housing of claims 1-5 and 7-9; therefore, they are rejected under the 
similar rationale. 

As per claims 1 7-23, these claims differ from claims 1 -5 and 7-9 in that they 
further recite at least one foot for supporting the main body. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ at least one foot for supporting the main body 
as needed and thereby stabilizing supporting the main body and/or prevent 
damage/scratch to the body. 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5, 7-23 and 27-28 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Xuong M. Chung-Trans whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-2002. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula Bradley can be reached on (571) 272-2800 extension 33.. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/X.M. Chung-Trans/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2833 

/True T. T. Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2833 



